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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
filed June 25, 2007. Claims 1-10 have been canceled, and claims 11-13 have been 
added. Therefore, claims 11-13 are pending in this application. 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the term “for each 
of words” in line 13 should be “for each word," and the term “another words" in line 16 
should be “another word”. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Regarding claim 1 1 , the limitation of “calculating similarity for each of 
words... with a document having been stored in the database” (lines 13-15 of the claim) 
is ambiguous. More specifically, the lines “in case that a word of the plurality of words 
satisfies the restricting condition with a document having been stored in the database” 
are unclear. For the purpose of examination, examiner has interpreted the limitation to 
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mean calculating any similarity score for the words in the word list. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

5. Regarding claims 12 and 13, the limitation “based on both a relationship 
between. ..and the word for which the similarity has been calculated” in unclear. It is 
unclear as to how the judging is based on the relationship and the word. 

6. Further, it is unclear as to the order in which the steps of the last limitation in 
claims 12 and 13 (everything after the word “judging”) occur. Examiner suggests using 
more punctuation to make the method clearer. 

7. Claim 12 recites the limitation "the word " in lines 19-20 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the word" in lines 15-16 of the claim. There is 

insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

s 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

9. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

10. Claims 12-13 are directed to an information searching method. This claimed 
subject matter lacks a practical application of a judicial exception (law of nature, 
abstract idea, naturally occurring article/phenomenon) since it fails to produce a useful, 
concrete and tangible result. 
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Specifically, the claimed subject matter does not produce a tangible result 
because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a result that is limited to having real 
world value rather than a result that may be interpreted to be abstract in nature as, for 
example, a thought, a computation, or manipulated data. More specifically, the claimed 
subject matter provides forjudging whether or not a restricting condition is satisfied. 

This produced result remains in the abstract and, thus fails to achieve the required 
status of having real world value. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



12. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Simske et al. 
(US Patent Application Publication 2004/0064447 Al) (‘Simske’). 



With respect to claim 1 , Simske teaches: 

inputting a search inquiry character train into a first block (paragraph 38); 
forming a summary word list including a plurality of words to be searched based 
on both the search inquiry character train inputted through the inputting step and data 
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having been stored in advance in a database provided within a second block (Figure 
3B, paragraph 40); 

further inputting a restricting condition for narrowing down search targets for the 
plurality of words to be searched, the restricting condition being selected from a group 
consisting including an existence of an indispensable word, and an existence of a taboo 
word (paragraphs 40, 59, 81 and 89); 

judging whether or not each of the plurality of words satisfies the restricting 
condition (paragraphs 40, 72, 81 and 89-95); 

calculating similarity for each of words of the plurality of words in case that a 
word of the plurality of words satisfies the restricting condition with a document having 
been stored in the database, while further judging whether or not another words of the 
plurality of words satisfies the restricting condition in case that a word of the plurality of 
words breaches the restricting condition (Figure 6, paragraphs 98 and 119); 

searching the database for the words of the plurality of words satisfying the 
restricting condition with similarity which has been calculated (step 702 in Figure 7, 
paragraph 118); and 

outputting search results of the searching step (step 712 in Figure 7, paragraph 

135). 

Simske teaches that a user may input a query, and in response to the user’s 
input, a synonymic search query may be generated. He teaches that the synonymic 
search query may comprise the input query and at least one synonymic query, and that 
Boolean operands may be used to construct such a query (paragraph 40). The 
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synonymic search query represents a summary word list, as it includes words based on 
the search inquiry (input query) and data from a database (synonymic query). 

Simske teaches that Boolean expressions may be used to construct queries; 
more specifically he discloses that AND operators may be used (paragraph 72). 
Therefore, all words joined by the AND operator are considered indispensable words 
because they must all be present in search results. He further teaches that synonyms 
are not found for proper names, meaning that actual proper name (indispensable word) 
must appear in the synonymic search query (word list). For example, in paragraphs 89- 
95, the indispensable word is “Stanford”. 

In the case where words joined by the AND operator represent the restricting 
condition, all words satisfy the restricting condition. In the case where the proper 
names represent the restricting condition, all queries generated include the proper 
name, thus all words also satisfy the restricting condition in that case. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Simske et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2004/0064447 A1) (‘Simske’) in 
view of Harrison et al (US 2003/0069880 Al) (‘Harrison’). 
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With respect to claim 12, Simske teaches: 

inputting a search inquiry character train into a first block (paragraph 38); 

forming a summary word list including a plurality of words to be searched based 
on both the search inquiry character train inputted through the inputting step and data 
having been stored in advance in a database provided within a second block (Figure 
3B, paragraph 40); 

further inputting a restricting condition for narrowing down search targets for the 
plurality of words to be searched, the restricting condition being selected from a group 
consisting including an existence of an indispensable word, and an existence of a taboo 
word (paragraphs 40, 59, 81 and 89); 

calculating similarity for words of the plurality of words with a document having 
been stored in the database (paragraph 119); 

searching the database for the words of the plurality of words with similarity 

( 

calculated holding a number of documents selected by the searching step into a holding 
block provided within the second block (Figure 7, paragraph 118); and 

judging whether or not a restricting condition has been satisfied (paragraphs 40, 
72, 81 and 89-95). 

Based on Figure 7, it is inherent that a number of documents are held before 
being presented to the user. 

Simske does not teach comparing the number of documents with a 
predetermined required number of documents; wherein the judging is based on both a 
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relationship between the number of documents and the predetermined required number 
of documents, and the word for which the similarity has been calculated; adding the 
documents for which the similarity has been calculated to the holding block in case that 
the number of documents in the holding means is less than the predetermined required 
number; or deleting the documents for which the similarity has been calculated from the 
holding block in case that the number of documents in the holding means is larger that 
the predetermined required number. 

Harrison teaches natural language query processing (see abstract), in which he 
teaches: 

comparing the number of documents with a predetermined required number of 
documents (page 12, claims 16 and 17); 

wherein the judging is based on both a relationship between the number of 
documents and the predetermined required number of documents (page 12, claims 16 
and 17), and the word for which the similarity has been calculated (paragraph 48); 

adding the documents for which the similarity has been calculated to the holding 
block in case that the number of documents in the holding means is less than the 
predetermined required number (page 12, claims 16 and 17); and 

deleting the documents for which the similarity has been calculated from the 
holding block in case that the number of documents in the holding means is larger that 
the predetermined required number (page 12, claims 1, 16 and 17). 

Harrison teaches in claim 1 that a portion of the received results are returned, 
thus the other results are not returned, and thus may be considered deleted. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Simske by the teaching of Harrison because 
the combination would enable improved natural language search functionality (Harrison, 
paragraph 10). 

With respect to claim 13, Simske as modified teaches: 
inputting a search inquiry character train into a first block (Simske, paragraph 
38): 

forming a summary word list including a plurality of words to be searched based 
on both the search inquiry character train inputted through the inputting step and data 
having been stored in advance in a database provided within a second block (Simske, 
Figure 3B, paragraph 40); 

calculating similarity for words of the plurality of words with a document having 
been stored in the database (Simske, paragraph 119); 

searching the database for the words of the plurality of words with similarity 
calculated holding a number of documents selected by the searching step into a holding 
block provided within the second block (Simske, Figure 7, paragraph 118); 

comparing the number of documents with a predetermined required number of 
documents (Harrison, page 12, claims 16 and 17); 

judging, based on both a relationship between the number of documents and the 
predetermined required number of documents (Harrison, page 12, claims 16 and 17), 
and the word for which the similarity has been calculated (Harrison, paragraph 48), 
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whether or not a restricting condition having been defined in advance is satisfied 
(Simske, paragraphs 40, 72, 81 and 89-95) after adding the documents for which the 
similarity has been calculated to the holding block in case that the number of documents 
in the holding means is less than the predetermined required number (Harrison, page 
12, claims 16 and 17), or judging whether or not a restricting condition is satisfied after 
deleting the documents for which the similarity has been calculated from the holding 
block in case that the number of documents in the holding means is larger that the 
predetermined required number (Harrison, page 12, claims 1, 16 and 17), the restricting 
condition being selected from a group consisting including an existence of an 
indispensable word, and an existence of a taboo word (Simske, paragraphs 40, 59, 81 
and 89). 



Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 11-13 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M. Lewis whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5599. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 - 6:30, alternate 
Friday off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on 571-272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Alicia Lewis 
September 3, 2007 
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